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turned out to be a very significant
item on this planet, which is, in es-
sence, responsible for the computer. Is
it not interesting that the computers
we deal with today, somehow or an-
other, magically occurred without the
Office of Technology Assessment in the
Congress of the United States?

During our committee hearings, we
had testimony and review of a number
of documents. Again, this is the Office
of Technology Assessment. Here is a
report entitled ‘‘Understanding Esti-
mates of National Health Expenditures
Under Health Reform.”

I make the claim that, frankly, that
has very little to do with the Office of
Technology Assessment.

There is study after study where
there is duplication, where we basi-
cally—when I say duplication, I mean
duplication in the sense of the outside,
where we can turn to America and ask
them for information that is available.
We do not need to spend $23 million in
a year in order to bring that about.

Another point: I think that probably
one of the most significant scientific
debates or debates about technology
that we have had in the Congress in
years is the issue of the super collider.
Interestingly enough, there was no re-
port from OTA on the super collider,
again, one of the most significant new
technologies that the Congress was
considering.

There are those who say that now
that we have the budget battle out of
the way, this is really not an issue
about whether we will cut $200 million;
it is a question of where.

Mr. President, I refer to a chart be-
hind me showing the history of GAO’s
full-time equivalent. We began the
process in 1993 to reduce the staff and
the size of GAO. It has gone from 5,150
down to 3,865 as proposed under this
bill. It is going to go further as a result
of what we do in 1997, and what is pro-
posed in this bill as well. This amend-
ment says we ought to go further.

Chuck Bowsher, the Comptroller
General of the United States, was not
happy to learn that over a 2-year pe-
riod we would reduce his budget by 25
percent, but he worked with us. We
asked him the best way to go about it,
and we worked out a plan. We will cut
$68 million from GAO this year. Now,
with this amendment, GAO will be
asked to cut an additional $7 million
out of their budget.

This is the wrong way to do it. Mr.
President, I urge my colleagues to vote
against this amendment. This is only
the beginning of the debate. Imagine,
here it is, the first appropriations bill,
we have suggested eliminating the
OTA, an agency, in essence, which we
believe is not necessary because we be-
lieve we can get the information from
a whole series of sources. And we are
hearing stories here on the floor of the
Senate that basically say if we elimi-
nate OTA, we will end the technology
revolution in America. Mr. President,
that is impossible because the tech-
nology revolution in America is driven
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in the private sector, not in Govern-
ment. I yield the floor.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I un-
derstand we are trying to terminate de-
bate on this particular amendment and
then the leader wishes a vote on an-
other matter.

Let me thank Members for the bipar-
tisan support and the experts that we
have heard in the debate, especially the
distinguished ranking member of our
committee, who has studied it closely.
We made the cuts. We were using a $22
million figure. The distinguished chair-
man now of that subcommittee says it
is $23 million, so now it amounts to
more than a 30-percent cut that we are
cutting the Office of Technology As-
sessment.

When he talks of the number of em-
ployees, Mr. President, there are 4,707
employees over there at GAO. I think
we perhaps ought to consolidate it a
little bit more.

These arguments that we have heard
out of the whole cloth, never have I
heard that the Office of Technology As-
sessment never studied one of the
greatest advancements in science and
technology, the super collider. They
certainly did not, because they have to
be asked by these committees, and the
committee chairmen were already in
favor of it, and they did not want that
study. Now, if we had that studied, and
they asked, we would have had it, and
we might have done away with the
super collider a lot quicker, which per-
haps the Senator from Florida and I
and the Senator from Nevada and I
agree on. It is $36 billion in research
and studies and development over in
the Pentagon—billions. The distin-
guished Senator from Nevada says we
have to economize. But then the Sen-
ator from Utah says, ‘“Wait a minute.
We have to look at the entire Govern-
ment.”

I do not know how to satisfy these
arguments. We have worked to protect
the Library of Congress in this amend-
ment and hope that our colleagues will
support us.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ABRAHAM). Under the previous order,
the hour of 5:15 having arrived, it is
time to recognize the majority leader.

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I move to
table the Hollings amendment.

Mr. DOLE. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second. The yeas and nays were or-
dered.

Mr. DOLE. Before we start the vote,
I will enter a unanimous-consent re-
quest. I am waiting for Senator
DASCHLE. In that request will be that,
regardless of the outcome of the clo-
ture vote, notwithstanding rule XXII,
immediately following the cloture
vote, Senator MACK be recognized to
move to table the Hollings amendment.
He has done that. So the vote will
occur on the motion to table the
amendment No. 1808.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, as I
understand it, the unanimous-consent
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agreement just propounded by the ma-
jority leader would then require two
recorded votes beginning at 6:15.

Mr. DOLE. I did not propound it. I
wanted to wait until the Senator was
on the floor.

BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA SELF-
DEFENSE ACT OF 1995

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I call for
the regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 21) to terminate the United
States arms embargo applicable to the Gov-
ernment of Bosnia and Herzegovina.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:

Dole amendment No. 1801, in the nature of
a substitute.

—————

COMPREHENSIVE REGULATORY
REFORM ACT

Mr. DOLE. I exercise my right to call
for the regular order, thereby begin-
ning 1 hour of debate prior to a cloture
vote on the reg reform bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 343) to reform the regulatory
process, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:

Dole amendment No. 1487, in the nature of
a substitute.

Ashcroft amendment No. 1786 (to Amend-
ment No. 1487), to provide for the designation
of distressed areas within qualifying cities as
regulatory relief zones and for the selective
waiver of Federal regulations within such
zones.

Hutchison/Ashcroft amendment No. 1789
(to Amendment No. 1786), in the nature of a
substitute.

Mr. DOLE. I ask unanimous consent
that all second-degree amendments
under rule XXII must be filed by the
time of the cloture vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. I further ask unanimous
consent that regardless of the outcome
of the cloture vote, and notwith-
standing rule XXII, immediately fol-
lowing the cloture vote, the motion to
table by Senator MACK be voted on, on
amendment No. 1808, the legislative ap-
propriations bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. I also ask unanimous con-
sent that if cloture is not invoked, the
Senate resume the legislative appro-
priations bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENT—S. 21

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I think we
have an agreement on Bosnia.
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